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FACULTY SENATE 
May 8, 1995 
1492 
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moved to aCcept the report. Motion carried • . ·.· .. ·.··. 
555 485 Request from Chair Peter Goulet and Paul Butler-Nalin to Present 
2 
Report of the Strategic Planning Committee. Chair Gable indicated 
··.·· that she hac,i rece,i.ved a request from Goulet to postpone this 
.)> t~PC?Ft; . Bl1~;k · t;.he< f~l~ .• . p~ .ff.iiult/Bfo~n moyed/~~P9.ncilaq t;.:o p§~t;.pon~ 
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556 496 Request from Chair Scharron Clayton to Present Report of Admission 
and Retention Committee. Lounsberry/Amend mov~djseconded to 
accept the report and thank the Committee. Motion carried~ 
558 488 . Request · .. from Registrar Patton to Present Report •of Calendar 
Committee. Amend/De Nault moved/seconded to refer the report back 
to the Calendar Committee. Motion carried. 
5~1 491 .•. Request from Senator Randall Kreig (Resolutionf):om College of 
· Business Administration) to Initiate Discussion Rega:r;ding the 
Quality of the Proposed Evening/Saturday Program and lts Injpaci:; on 
· the Quality of the Daytime Program. De Nault/Krieg m6vedj$ecorided 
to refer to the EPC. Motion carried. 
560 . 490 ······ Request f:r;oiTI Settat()r Lounsbexry thii.t the Faculty .s~oat~ R~;taf(irm 
the .Apri.l 22, 1991( Action · Rega:rding the . ''Library orieritati¢iri'' / 
· course and Request Provost Marlin to Enforce this Senate Action. 
Lounsberry/Amend moved to reaffirm action regarding library 
orientation. Motion carried. 
The Faculty Senate was called to order at 4:15 p.m. in the Board Room of 
Gilchrist Hall by Chairperson Gable. 
Present: 
Absent: 
Edward Amend, Diane Baum, Leander Brown, John Butler, Phyllis 
Conklin, Kay Davis, Kenneth DeNault, Sherry Gable, Sue Grosboll, 
Clifford Highnam, Randall Krieg, Barbara Lounsberry, Katherine 
Martin, Dean Primrose, Merrie Schroeder, Joel Haack, Katherine van 
Wormer, Surendar Yadava, John Longnecker, ex-officio. 
Mahmood Yousefi 
Amend, in accordance with Section 7.41 of the University Faculty Senate 
Bylaws, rose to challenge the minutes of March 13, 1995. There are a number 
of discrepancies in the various versions of these minutes, and he had not 
received a complete set of minutes by which to determine their accuracy. 
Amend/Lounsberry, in accordance with Section 7.13 of the University Faculty 
Senate Bylaws, moved that the chair of the University Faculty Senate invite 
Provost Marlin to a consultative session on May 15, 1995, regarding the 
processing of the minutes of the University Faculty Senate. 
Amend stated that he would like to have a direct account of the process that 
is used in working with the minutes because there have been allegations 
concerning the accuracy of the minutes. 
Haack asked when the new members would take office. It was stated that new 
senators assume their positions at the first faculty meeting of the fall. He 
stated that several faculty are involved with the Presidential Search on May 
15. 
Haack/Brown moved to substitute May 22 for May 15. Motion defeated. 
Amend commented that he knew individuals were involved in the Presidential 
search, but he and several others did not find out that the Faculty Senate 
meeting had been postponed until they arrived at Gilchrist and saw a notice 
posted on the door. He further stated that he is faithful in reading his E-
mail, but cannot read it all the time. Chair Gable responded that she needed 
to postpone the meeting until 4:15 due to a request by Chair Hovet to meet 
with a presidential candidate. 
Haack/Brown moved to substitute May 19 for May 15. Lounsberry asked if the 
Chair could request a hand count of those available on May 19 and on May 15. 
Motion carried. 
Lounsberry stated that she had heard from several members of the Presidential 
Search Committee that if the Senate could resolve this issue it would benefit 
the Presidential search. van Wormer indicated that she did not see the 
connection. 
Lounsberry commented that the Search Committee felt the six individuals 
invited were highly attractive, and they did not want the candidates to be 
discouraged because they heard there was a crisis on campus. 
De Nault asked whether Amend was challenging the minutes or asking for a 
consultative session, and Amend responded he was doing both. 
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Lounsberry asked if the chair would forward to the Senators a copy of the 
three-page letter which had been sent to Provost Marlin as outlined in Provost 
Marlin's recent letter to the Senators. She also asked that the Senators 
receive all correspondence which was discussed in the letter to the Senators. 
Chair Gable indicated that she did not have all the correspondence. 
Lounsberry requested that the Chair ask Provost Marlin to send copies to the 
Senators. 
Amend requested that the Senators receive a complete copy of the March 13 
minutes. He specifically asked for the sections of the minutes that were in 
question and had been removed. 
Motion carried that the chair of the University Faculty Senate invite Provost 
Marlin to a consultative session on May 19, 1995, regarding the processing of 
the minutes of the University Faculty Senate. 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
1. Press identification. No press were present. 
2. Provost Marlin was not present. No report was given. 
CALENDAR 
565 Report from Advisory & Liaison Committee to the Department of Military 
Science. Haack/Brown moved/seconded to docket in regular order. Motion 
carried. (Docket 495). Appendix A. 
566 Report from Educational Policies Commission. Brown/Haack moved to 
docket in regular order. 
It was noted that there was a discrepancy in the last paragraph 
regarding the EPC mission statement as approved by the Faculty Senate 
indicating that there should be an equal number of student and faculty 
members and another source of authority which states that there should 
be three student members. The EPC asked that this discrepancy be 
addressed prior to fall semester. De Nault moved to refer this to the 
Committee on Committees to resolve the issue. Amend called for a point 
of order. Carol Cooper addressed the Senate and informed them that 
there had been no modification in the requirements. She explained that 
no information could be found in the archives indicating that three 
students must serve on the EPC. Primrose moved the previous question. 
Motion carried to docket in regular order. (Docket 496). Appendix B. 
567 Report from General Education Committee. De Nault/Primrose 
moved/seconded to docket in regular order. Motion carried. (Docket 
497). Appendix c. 
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568 Report from Bachelor of Liberal Studies Committee. Chair Gable 
indicated that the 125 page full report will be on file in the 
Secretary's office, and could be viewed in its entirety. De Nault/Brown 
moved to docket in regular order. Motion carried. (Docket 498). 
Appendix D. 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS 
Quality in the Curriculum Ad Hoc Committee report. Amend/Primrose moved to 
postpone discussion until the second senate meeting in the fall. De Nault 
requested that it be sent to the Curriculum Committee, and Lounsberry 
responded that Longnecker had already requested input from the Curriculum 
Committee. Motion carried. 
Faculty Productivity Committee Report. De Nault reported that the retreat on 
faculty productivity was and a valuable endeavor. Senators shared their 
perceptions regarding faculty productivity. He thanked Sue Grosboll for the 
use of the museum. He also encouraged the Chair to hold a retreat in the 
fall. De Nault suggested that the chairs of the three subgroups continue to 
work with the small groups formed at the retreat. De Nault/Haack moved to form 
an ad hoc committee on faculty productivity with membership of Ed Amend, Ken 
De Nault, and Leander Brown. Motion carried. 
Nominating Committee Report. Chair Gable indicated that the Diane Baum, Chair 
of the Nominating Committee was involved with the Presidential Search 
Committee and would arrive at 5 p.m. to present her report. 
DOCKET 
465 494 
555 485 
556 496 
558 488 
Report from the Student Academic Appeals Board. Brown/Primrose 
moved to accept the report. Motion carried. 
Request from Chair Peter Goulet and Paul Butler-Nalin to Present 
Report of the Strategic Planning Committee. Chair Gable indicated 
that she had received a request from Goulet to postpone this 
report until the fall. De Nault/Brown moved/seconded to postpone 
review of this report until the second meeting in the fall. 
Motion carried. 
Request from Chair Scharron Clayton to Present Report of Admission 
and Retention Committee. Lounsberry/Amend moved/seconded to 
accept the report and thank the Committee. Motion carried. 
Request from Registrar Patton to Present Report of Calendar 
Committee. 
Two items were addressed: keeping the Martin Luther King holiday and a three-
week break at Christmas. Amend commented that the three-week block was a 
little deceptive. Brown/Butler moved/seconded to approve the report. 
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In terms of auditions, Highnam commented that a member of the music department 
was concerned about the short break in January. 
Lounsberry commented that she had received several calls, particularly from 
music faculty, concerning the calendar. She suggested that the change not 
take effect until 1997-1998 because some departments have already scheduled 
tours in January. Also it was indicated that students do a lot of auditioning 
during Christmas break. Music faculty would like to keep the calendar the way 
it is currently. 
Registrar Patton indicated no changes would be made in the 1995 fall calendar 
and that the request is to make 1996 spring semester begin the second week of 
January. He stated there have been continuous requests from parents and 
students to shorten the break between fall and spring semesters. The 
advantage would be to end the spring semester earlier. Another consideration 
is that it would provide an extra week between spring and summer. Moving the 
start of the spring semester up would address the advising issue. He 
commented that Iowa State is moving the start of spring semester to the second 
week of January in 1998. University of Iowa's spring semester will start the 
third week because medical school starts one week prior. Moving up the start 
for others would not give medical students/staff enough break time. He 
commented that spring break has only been established through 1996, but the 
Waterloo/Cedar Falls schools are willing to accommodate UNI and schedule 
breaks at the same time. 
In response to a question regarding which calendar needs to be approved, 
Patton indicated that 1996 is critical and 1997 is helpful. 
Lounsberry asked if the committee would see any problem with the calendar 
taking effect in 1997. Gretta Berghammer commented that the university works 
around Camp Adventure. 
Brown stated that four or five years ago the university went from a four-week 
break to a three-week break between semesters. He commented that he was a 
little bit troubled and that if the university wants the faculty to be ragged, 
three weeks is pushing it, and two weeks is really pushing it. He did not 
feel the faculty would be refreshed if the break was shortened. 
van Wormer indicated that many students get jobs during the break and others 
go south. 
De Nault stated that another class issue is fall semester has 76 class days 
and spring semester has 74 days. He did not understand why they are not the 
same length. He asked if the Monday holidays could be dropped and a week 
break given at Thanksgiving. This would then ensure 75 days each semester. 
Brown felt the two-week break would have negative connotations. The Senate 
was asked to take into consideration the NCAA wrestling championship in May 
1997, and that Spring Break begin March 17 as originally planned. 
Lounsberry stated that Senators want to do what is best for all the students, 
but she wondered if it was just a few students who were asking that the break 
be shortened. Patton responded that the President of the student body 
indicated according to her, students wanted the break to be shorter, and Tom 
Romanin, office of the Vice President for Student Services, had indicated that 
their office had heard the same request from parents. 
Butler commented that it is up to the Senators to vote for an earlier time. 
There may be conflicts with the scheduling, thus it might be possible to phase 
in the changes. 
Brown/Schroeder moved/seconded that the Senate accept the report and that they 
recommend that the change in the spring semester be moved back for all years 
starting with 95/96. 
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Amend asked if the Senate could accept what was set up and urge the calendar 
committee to revise the calendar according to what was expressed at the Senate 
meeting. 
Brown commented that basically what was talked about at the Senate meeting 
would take care of the concerns. He added that he is generally unhappy, and 
has clearly expressed, that he did not want to go to two-week breaks. 
Schroeder asked that if the spring semester began earlier, would that mean 
that Price Lab School would dismiss one week earlier also. 
Primrose indicated that he would like to see the University phase in the 
changes, and he has also heard many students comment that break should be 
shortened. 
Amend stated that a period of one and a half years had been set, and he 
recommended that it be referred to the Calendar committee. 
Brown withdrew his motion. 
De Nault asked if the calendar had been approved through fall 95, and Patton 
responded that something had been approved through the summer of 96. 
Amend/De Nault moved/seconded to substitute for the motion on the floor to 
refer the report back to the Calendar Committee. Motion carried. 
Lounsberry indicated that it would be helpful for a survey to be conducted of 
faculty and students regarding the proposed calendar. 
Patton indicated that UNI can't wait until May 8, to make decisions on next 
spring's calendar. 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS 
Report of the Nominating Committee 
Nominating Committee Chair Baum arrived and she indicated that outgoing 
senators served on the nominating committee. She stated that several items 
came to light as the committee was discussing nominations; nonvoting faculty 
are eligible for office, although it is implied that the chair cannot be 
nonvoting faculty because the chair may need to cast a tie-breaking vote. The 
nominating committee choose two voting faculty -- Sherry Gable and Mahmood 
Yousefi. There were no nominations from the floor. Longnecker and Primrose 
served as tellers. Teller Longnecker reported that there was a tie vote. 
Lounsberry suggested that ballots be mailed to all senators for a revote. As 
a point of order, Carol Cooper indicated that a revote may be taken. Amend 
indicated that Yousefi had been present with several other senators at 3:30, 
the normal starting time of the meeting, but that he had to leave for a flight 
at 5 p.m. PrimrosejLounsberry moved/seconded to take a revote by mail with a 
return date of May 15. Motion carried. 
Baum indicated that the slate for Vice Chair was Kenneth De Nault and Sue 
Grosboll. Brown/Conklin moved/seconded that nominations cease. An election 
was held. Teller Longnecker reported that Sue Grosboll was elected as Vice 
Chair. 
Baum/Martin moved/seconded to destroy the ballots. 
561 491 Request from Senator Randall Krieg (Resolution from College of 
business Administration) to Initiate Discussion Regarding the 
Quality of the Proposed Evening/Saturday Program and Its Impact on 
the Quality of the Daytime Program Krieg indicated that numerous 
people are both for and against the proposed evening/Saturday 
program, and he was requesting the Senate's reaction to the 
program. 
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Baum indicated that if it was an educational policy, the EPC should look at 
this program. She also asked if one could get a full four-year degree by only 
coming nights. 
Amend stated it was hard to imagine where this program fit, it may have 
something to do with marketing and to some extent it is for nontraditional and 
continuing education students. He commented that the faculty should play a 
central role in all policy making decisions, and he would support Krieg that 
all faculty should be involved in the process. 
Glenn Hansen indicated that Steve Corbin worked closely with the program but 
was not available. If senators had additional questions which Hansen was 
unable to answer, they should contact Steve. Hansen stated that Continuing 
Education assists nontraditional students in developing and completing their 
degrees. He felt it was a window of opportunity for these individuals. 
Nineteen majors have committed to the evening program for the next three to 
five years, and 16 graduate programs are offered in the evening. 
Gable asked if a market research study had been done and Hansen stated that 
Social and Behavioral Science is currently doing a study. Although, no direct 
data have been received from students, and the program is not cast in stone, 
previously a need had been shown for this program. Departments have the 
option of not offering evening majors. 
Jim Bodensteiner indicated that for the fall 95 semester, there are 22 evening 
sections. He stated that previously there had never been any sequence to 
evening classes being offered, and part of the current focus is to put the 
program in sequence. Some professors indicated that other schools have 
evening classes. 
Haack asked how many new sections were added and Hansen stated that he would 
have Corbin send the information to Haack. 
Bodensteiner stated that it is not the intention of the program to make every 
major available in the evening. Hansen added, that it was requested that 
three majors from each college provide evening classes. 
Lounsberry commented that the intention is very praiseworthy, and her 
understanding of Krieg's request is that there be faculty involvement in 
planning the evening/Saturday programs and that the faculty be informed. 
Hansen indicated that Corbin would be available to attend a fall senate 
meeting to discuss these programs. 
De Nault stated that there was pressure to provide evening classes, but it is 
difficult because departments do not know staffing for the next four years. 
He also commented that there would be a problem with parking for evening 
classes for faculty, and for ancillary items that have not been addressed. 
De Nault/Krieg moved/seconded to refer to the EPC. Motion carried. 
560 490 Request from Senator Lounsberry that the Faculty Senate Reaffirm 
the April 22, 1991, Action Regarding the "Library Orientation" 
Course and Request Provost Marlin to Enforce this Senate Action 
Lounsberry indicated that there was a correction on page two, the 
second paragraph, the second week is eight weeks. She stated that 
both she and Chair Gable had attempted to resolve this issue 
pertaining to Library Orientation. She felt it was an important 
responsibility of the faculty senate as a policy building body. If 
the senate takes action with conditions and if the conditions are 
not adhered to, what good is it to be on the Senate. 
Longnecker stated that as he recalled at the time of the debate when library 
orientation was under discussion, the Senate asked for assurance that the 
stipulated conditions be carried out. 
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Brown commented that he empathized with Senator Lounsberry concerning this 
issue, and he recalled Senator Crownfield's motion, but it was troubling to 
him that the Senate would take action at one point in time without budgetary 
considerations and it compels the department/college to later adhere to that 
request. He also had a serious problem with dictating to the Dean what he was 
to do with his budget. In this instance, if the Senate reaffirms their 
original motion and requests the Provost to enforce this action, it is setting 
a precedence and the central administration may not look at it favorably. He 
didn't feel the Senate could extend it out in time, without notification. He 
expressed that the senate should invite Dean Switzer to talk to the Senate 
regarding the issue of Library Orientation. Switzer had to come up with 
courses with a limited amount of money. 
Baum commented that the senate was assured that the college would continue to 
offer Library Orientation, and she felt, therefore, that it needed to be 
offered. The Dean had said previously it would be offered, and the Senate 
passed the motion under with the stipulation that he would offer the course. 
There was nothing inflexible in the motion. 
Davis commented that as she recalled, there had been waiting lists for 17 
sections, a decision had to be made quickly to offer major courses or to offer 
electives. 
Switzer provided some background information. He stated in the fall of 91 a 
mass of students gathered in the College of Education demanding courses be 
offered. It was asked that 14 sections be reinstated and four sections were 
offerred. He explained that he needed to offer courses in majors and minors, 
and Library Orientation is not required in any major or minor. He stated that 
since the college had stopped offering the course, he had not had any faculty 
or students request that it be reinstated. It would take money to reinstate 
the course and if the money was used to reinstate the course, somewhere along 
the line a required course would not be available. Peg Ishler described the 
financial impact and explained that with the tremendous financial crunch, a 
compromise was reached. 
Lounsberry pointed out that the senate has a responsibility for all students 
as part of the big picture. She stated that a large amount of money was not 
required, approximately $10,000 and money had been set aside by a fund. In a 
meeting with Chair Gable, Lounsberry, and Dean Switzer, Switzer indicated that 
he would not commit one cent to electives. 
Amend stated that this might be an indication that there are too many courses 
at the education level. He could not imagine that the Dean would say one 
course is more important than another when the entire curriculum is taken into 
consideration. 
Davis commented that we serve the general university thorough wellness. Also 
the College of Education offers library orientation at a level that has not 
been full. 
Lounsberry stated that this course received favorable word of mouth from 
faculty, and when it is dropped people forget about it. She felt that if it 
was offered again for all 17 sections, enrollment would pick up. She also 
indicated that the Senate has a responsibility to insure that motions that are 
passed are carried out and not forgotten. This course which has a fine 
foundation in providing information about the resources of the library and it 
would greatly benefit freshman. 
Brown stated that he appreciates the issues raised by Senator Lounsberry and 
understood the importance of the library orientation, he is concerned about 
suggesting action regarding another administrative unit. He stated the Senate 
should urge the Provost to fund or find resources for library orientation. 
Lounsberry responded that she felt the resources were there and were in the 
Martin line. 
9 
Baum indicated that the original motion came about because of the concern 
about abolishing a department and the functions still should be carried out 
because that is why the senate voted to appease those who were not happy about 
it being abolished. 
Brown asked if it was expected that the College of Education carry this course 
forever, and Baum responded, not forever, but while there is no one else 
providing the course. She stated that as a freshmen advisor in Math, she 
advises them to take the course if it is offered. She explained that in time, 
technology will be available to take the place of the library orientation 
course. 
Longnecker reiterated that the original Crownfield motion was assuring that 
the existence of a department going into another department would not 
disappear. He felt the Senate had the right to hold people accountable for 
making such assurances. 
Motion carried. 
Lounsberry stated that since the senate had passed the original motion, she 
was annoyed at the number of hours which had to be spent to get compliance and 
respect for a Faculty Senate action. 
Brown/van Wormer moved to adjourn at 6:10 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Donna Uhlenhopp 
Secretary 
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests 
are filed with the Secretary of the Senate within two weeks of this date, 
September 24, 1995. 
April 25, 1995 
Sherry Gable, Chair 
University Faculty Senate 
APPENDIX A 
Educational Psychology and Foundations 
University of Northern Iowa 
Cedar Falls, lA .50614-0607 
Dear Professor Gable: 
r 
I am submitting this annual report for the 1994-95 academic year on behalf of the Military Science 
liaison and Advisory Comm.itt= The committee met regularly on the 4th Monday of the month 
during the fall semester and on the 2nd Monday of the month during the spring. The committee 
completed instructional evaluations for 3 individuals who are currently teaching courses in the 
Department of Military Science, Major Monty Hayes, Captain Lee Heinlein, and Sergeant Richard 
Watts. In addition, the committee participated in discussion and planning for the Military Science 
Department's academic program review which took place on April 12th. 
The Department remains an active presence on the UN! campus and sponsored many events 
during the 1994-95 academic year. The activities included: Paint-athon (9/10}, Iowa Ranger 
Challenge State Competition {lOll}, Fall Leadership Exercise (10114}, Student Hay Ride (10121}, 
Dining-In (10128}, and Brigade Ranger Challenge Competition ( 11/5) in the fall semester; and 
American Cancer Society 12-hour Run (2/18}, Military Ball (2/25}, Spring Leadership Exercise 
{4/7), Survival Weekend (4/21}, Spring Awards Ceremony (4/27) and Cadet Staff Ride (4/29) in 
the spring. These activities include community service activities that both students and faculty 
participate in and special events for students in the Military Science program. 
The program provided scholarships for 14 students ($40,670) during the Fall 1994 and 11 
students ($31,955) during the Spring 1995. Nine students were commissioned at the May 1994 
Commissioning Ceremony, two were commissioned at the December 1994 Commissioning 
Ceremony, and it is projected that 9 additional students will be commissioned at the May 1994 
Commissioning Ceremony. 
Course enrollments for 1994-95 were as follows: 
Summer 1994 
080:098 Military Science Leadership Practicum (Camp Challenge, Fort Knox, KY) 3 
080:192 Leadership Practicum (Camp Adventure, Fort Lewis, WA) 14 
Fall 1994 
080:091 The American Defense Establishment An Introduction 
080:094 Military Leadership and Problem Solving Skills 
080:116 Small Group Leadership 
· 080: 118 _ ~Ii~ _0~and and Management 
-
- ~ .. --. -.... · 
Total= 17 
74 
29 
7 
. 13 
Totiu = 128 . 
D~partment of Communicatiw Disorders Communicdtion Arb Center 238 Cedar f'alls. Iowa 50614-0356 . {319) 273-2496 
Spe:ech and Hearing Clinic Communico..tion Arts Center 2.10 Cedar falls, Iowa 50614-0356 (3191 273-2542 
APPENDIX A 
Spring 1995 
080:092 Foundations of Military Organizations 
080:095 Military Survival Skills 
080: 117 Principles of Military Operations 
080:119 Military Leadership Development 
28 
42 
6 
9 
Total= 89 
The faculty and staff in the Military Science Department participate in several professional 
development activities. The department sponsors monthly professional development classes 
taught either by members of the cadre or by guest lecturers. In addition, faculty participate in 
military schooling through correspondence courses or participation in off campus courses. These 
included the "Basic Noncommissioned Officers Course," which is an intermediate professional 
development course, Fort Lee, Virginia from January- April, 1995, attended by Sergeant Setu; 
and short term programs such as the 3-day course on the automated cadet pay system attended by 
Staff Sergeant Fisher. In addition, Capt Lee Heinlein has submitted an appliotion for graduate 
school at UN! with plans to pursue a master's degree in educational counseling. 
The department experienced a tum over in the instructional faculty dwing the 1995 academic year. 
Captain Kent Wales departed on March 3rd.. A replacement, Captain Patrick O'Regan, is expected 
to arrive in August, 1995. In the interim, Master Sergeant Richard Watts taught Captain Wales' 
courses. The members of the advisory committee who evaluated Sgt Watts found him to be a 
capable and knowledgeable instructor. In addition, the student secretary who served the 
department for several years will graduate in May of 1995. The secretary's graduation is 
particularly critical because the department is totally reliant on student secretarial services. The 
department would benefit greatly from the appointment of a permanent 1/2-time secretary who 
could provide continuity and consistent secretarial assistance. 
One challenge facing the program is increasing student enrollment and the number of students who 
become commissioned officers. The program is reviewed by the Army on an annual basis. One 
problem identified is that the Rare program at UN! does not meet its annual mission for officer 
commissionings. In the current climate of downsizing within the military services, the program is 
at-risk unless successful strategies are implemented to increase enrollments and increase the 
number of commissioned officers produced each year. One strategy to increase enrollment is to 
promote use of 4-year military scholarships at UN!. Changes in the way these scholarships are 
awarded will make less expensive schools such as UNI more attractive to potential ROTC 
students. The Military Science faculty also participate in regular recruiting activities including 
visits to over 40 high schools and contacts with over 100 high schools annually. 
The head of the Military Science Department, U Col. Rippe, has implemented another important 
strategy for increasing enrollments. Plans have been finalized to provide the basic level ROTC 
courses via the ICN fiber-optic system to three community college systems, Iowa Valley, Iowa 
Lalces, and Northeast Iowa Community Colleges. These efforts are consistent with the goals of 
the Department of Military Science as well as the university. 
Sincerely, 
~~~ 
Lauren K Nelson, Chair, MSLAC 
~ ··;~~01iff.~~f~t'-;Ifl~~2~t · :J1:t~!!~:,~~~~t~~~ 
.·- ~~:·r - -. 
-
APPENDIX B 
l~l!liCI\Tl<_IIH\L l'<_ll.!l.:(lo; ~; Cl•I·JI-Jl~;~;llJN 
He-purl t_..:J :;.,;-ll:,t.\: 
I-lay ll, l~:J:-. 
Duclug l-h·~ t:t>rilll1 semet:Lel' vf 1 ~_1~11 t-he Euucath•nal f'olicies 
c,,nw1is13 ion ( EPC) was ch.:t.rgeJ wi tJJ lh<:.~ cou::.;ldera tion of two 
issues: 
1. 5houh\ the rules currently in force at UNI governing 
etudeJ•l withdt·aw.~ls from cou1·ses or t-he dropping or adding of 
courses Le chanMed? 
2. Should an academic forgiveness policy be instituted at 
UNl? 
The EPC after an extended - series of meetings answet·ed both 
of these questions in the negative. 
As to the first, the EPC in 1994 appeared to have an 
experience similar to the EPC in 1985 when the iuentical issue 
was addressed. The 1986 EPC t·eport to the Faculty Sena.te 
concluded that "there simply was not a convinciug line of 
argun,ent pre sen ted to encourage a particular change in any of the 
policies regarding these [withdrawal a.nd drop/add] dates." 
In addition, the registrar presented to the 1994 EPC 
statistical evidence that no UNI resources were currently being 
underutilized because of the current policy on withdrawal or 
drop/add. The presentation of those statistics along with the 
acrimouy and hostility that consideration of any change in policy 
seemed to generate in the student members of the committee was 
pe~taps couclusive in the deterruinatiou of the EPC to change 
nothing. 
/Is t6 the second, it appeared that the EPC, students and 
faculty alike, wet·e torn between the idea of gi viug UNI students 
a fresh start. despite their being responsible for a poor academic 
record at UNI and holding them absolutely accountable for their 
poor academic performance. Accountablility apparently prevailed 
Lec.:~use• a majority of the EPC 1-hought any forglveness of poor 
acadt:mie performance mjg!Jt tend to undez-mine or devalue the 
performance of UN! studentG who had always been academically 
re:;ponsibl.,. 
X An additional issue affectiug the EFC during the 1993-1994 
acadeoJie year was 1-he composition of the Commission _ The 
Commisaion began deliberations in the fall of 1993 without any 
fttudent members. By the spring of 1994, the Commission was 
composed of an equal number- of students and faculty. Apparently 
there is a discrepancy between the KPC Mission Statement as 
approved by the Faculty Senate indicating that there should be an 
equal number of student and faculty members and an another source 
o f autJ,ori ty Hhich states that there ehould be 3 student members . 
Th is discrepancy regarding the exact membership of the Commission 
should be addreseed before the EPC is called into active duty 
aga.iu . 
Respectfully submitted, 
Carey Kirk 
Chair, EPC 
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GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE 1993-1995 
REPORT TO THE UNIVERSITY SENATE 
Submitted by 
C. Murray Austin 
Committee Chair 
4/27/95 
The last Report of the General Education Committee was transmitted at the end of the 
1992-93 academic year, but was not passed on the Senate. In December 1993 the new 
chair, c_ Murray Austin sent the report to the new Senate Chair, Barbara Lounsberry_ The 
Committee does not know what happened to that report after that 
Chair Austin was to have submitted a report for the academic year 1993-94, but 
somehow that report was never received by the University Senate. (It was probably misfiled 
by Austin.) Fortunately there was little business of great importance concluded that year. 
Thus, this report combines account of the academic year 1993-94 with that of academic 
year 1994-95_ 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1993-94 
The first item of business brought to the general education committee was a concern 
by Professor Fred Hallberg about the governance of Category liB (Literature, philosophy, 
and Religion) courses_ The committee discussed the issues raised by Professor Hallberg 
and concluded that the solution to these concerns rests with the faculty teaching those 
courses. We asked Dean Byers-Pevitts to call those individuals together to discuss the 
issues and attempt to resolve them_ 
The second item was a carry over from the previous year. Dr_ Christopher Edginton of 
HPELS wrote the Chair in reference to the Report and recommendations submitted to the 
Senate by the Committee over the past summer (referred to in the introduction above)_ 
After a discussion with the Committee and with Assistant v_p_ Richter, it was our judgment 
that as the report had been conveyed to the Senate, that is where Director Edginton should 
address his concerns. 
The main item on the committee's agenda for 1993-94 was the Program review for the 
Social Science Category of the General Education Program. We met with the committee 
named by Dean Aaron Podolefsky of CSBS to discuss the procedures and expectations. A 
rough time table was established which was to have had the review process completed by 
the end of the academic year_ Unfortunately, problems in both data collection and data 
analysis (the latter by the Center for Social and Behavioral Research) resulted in a delay in 
submitting that report. The report on the Social Science Category was completed and 
submitted to the committee in the Fall of 1994. 
Two other issues raised by Provost Martin were considered by the general education 
committee. The Provost asked if we thought it worthwhile to send a faculty member to a 
February AAC Institute on general education. The committee felt that there would be little 
benefit at this time and so commented_ A similar opportunity for sending a team to a 
Summer Institute on refonn of general education sponsored by the AAC&U. Our 
recommendation was the same_ 
• 
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One final issue was raised with the Committee. The process by which Courses taken 
at Community Colleges would be allowed to meet the Non Western Cultures course 
requirement was discussed. It was agreed that the Admissions Office should not approve 
such courses without the approval of the Non Western Cultures Committee. Furthermore 
the general education committee was concerned (as was the Non Western Cultures 
Committee) with past decisions made by the Admissions Office. It was agreed that the 
Non Western Cultures Committee would undertake to review the current status of all such 
community college courses accepted for general education credit at UNI over the next 
year. They will then provide a recommendation for action to the GE Committee. 
Thereafter the review of these courses should be done whenever that category is being 
reviewed. 
Following the discussion of the above issue the committee expressed concern with the 
ways courses taken elsewhere- especially at community colleges- are deemed to meet 
UNI's general education requirements. We were also concerned that such courses are not 
normally subject to the same review process as are UNI's own General Education courses. 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1994-95 
The new general education committee met and again elected C. Murray Austin Chair. 
Professor Leander Brown was the new University Senate representative and Professor 
Fred Hallberg the new CHFA representative. Professor Tom Berg (COE), Professor Pola 
Gupta (COB), and Professor David Duncan (CNS) continued their service on the 
Committee (along with Professor Austin of CSBS). Reginald Green (Academic Advising) 
continued as Ex-Officio and Professor Reinhold Bubser was Ex-Officio as the new 
Assistant V.P. 
The first major agenda item of the year was the submission of the "Report on The 
Social Science Category" by the Social Science Review Committee chaired by Professor 
Tom Hill (Soc. - Anthro.).The general education committee met with the Social Science 
Review Committee to review the report. Our committee viewed the report most favorably 
and so indicated to the authors. (That report is appended to this report.) The general 
education committee encouraged Dean Aaron Podolefsky to pursue several ideas for 
building on some comments regarding Category C in the Social Science section. We also 
thanked the review committee for its straight forward language and candor in its report. 
The only significant concern of the GE Committee was focused on the lack of perceived 
coherence and common purpose of the courses within the social science categories. 
Assistant Vice President Bubser informed the general education committee that the 
University would be working on an NCA Assessment over the next two years and that this 
would probably involve the general education committee. The material he shared with the 
committee was not met with enthusiasm. The chair questioned the appropriateness of 
"Outcomes Assessmenr for the General Education Program as it is a set of graduation 
requirements and not a "degree program• and does not (in his opinion) lend itself to such 
an analysis. 
Provost Marlin presented the committee with the same opportunity as in the previous 
year to send a team to a Summer Institute on reform of general education sponsored by 
the AAC&U. Our recommendation was the same as in the previous year since we did not 
think that UNI's General Education Program is at the stage specified by the letter from the 
AAC&U. . 
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The major agenda issue for 1994-95 was the Review of the Natural Science 
Categories. Besides meeting with the Review Committee named by Dean Intemann to 
discuss the needs and organization of the review, the committee was approached by 
Professor Bill Waack (Director of Teaching) about a problem identified in the evaluation of 
UNI's program of study and the State certification requirements. The problem was that a 
UNI student can meet the current Science requirements without taking both a physical and 
a biological science course and the State requires both be taken for certification. The 
general education committee felt that this was largely an advising matter and that the 
general education program should not be modified for the narrow purpose of a particular 
major or program. It was agreed that an advisory statement should be put in the University 
Catalog. After some later consultation between Dean Intemann, Chair Austin, and Director 
Waack an acceptable statement was specified. 
The issue of accepting Non Western Cultures courses taken at community colleges for 
General Education credit was again raised. The NWC Committee proposed enforcing a 
Junior status requirement (for 100 level courses) that would automatically mean that no 
community college course could count forGE Credit. The Admissions office raised some 
objections to this proposal. Following a lengthy discussion between the GE Committee 
and a representative of the NWC Committee the general education committee felt that the 
proposal was premature and might be based on an incorrect premise (that all 1 00 level 
courses require junior status). 
The last item on the agenda for this year was the Quality in the Curriculum Report and 
its suggestions for changes in General Education. There was a lengthy discussion of 
Recommendations #2 and #1 a, b, & c. There were a range of opinions expressed and no 
consensus reached on the specific recommendations. There were, however, several areas 
where the committee did reach a degree of agreement. 
1. We all agree on the need for greater dialog among faculty about the purpose and 
role of General Education. Such a dialog needs to be enccuraged by concrete 
action. 
2. We also agreed that any improvement in General Education w1ll require the 
allocation of sufficient resources to the program. If the GE Commmittee is to be 
the vehicle of such change,it will need to get some of those resources. 
3. We all saw the need for greater coordination in the use of resources and faculty in 
the general education program. The problems of inadequate capacity in some 
areas of general education needs to ce dealt with. 
4. We also strongly felt that the General Education Committee needs to be 
restructured to include representation from the various categories of General 
Education as well as representatives from each college. The membership and 
terms need to be organized to provide greater continuity over time. (This may also 
be helped by the suggestion under recommendation 5 below.) 
5. We agr~e that such a committee needs to be given sufficient resources and staff 
support to properly deal with General Education. The idea of some type of 
Administrative Assistant was suggested. 
6. Finally, we had a strong difference of opinion about "outcomes," but did agree on 
the need to regularly examine the effectiveness of the General Education program. 
We also agreed that, however •outcomes· ends up being defined, they should not 
be narrow, quantitative measures. 
.3 
APPENDIX C 
GENERAL COMMENTS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
The general education committee has conduded that it needs to take some more time 
to explore basic issues about general education, its role at UN I, its effectiveness, and the 
attitudes of the faculty. The intent of the committee is to take some time next year to 
discuss these issues. 
As this is my last year as chair of this committee and because I am leaving the 
committee at the end of this tenn. I would like to thank the other UNI faculty members with 
whom I have served over the past three years. Their efforts and good cheer have made 
this a positive committee experience. 
I would also like to take this opportunity to question one of the basic ideas behind 
General Education at UN I. That is the idea that one shape fits all. I think it is about time to 
recognize that we are a moderately large university with many different programs, 
purposes, and goals. The wide diversity in academic goals and programs require that we 
consider alternatives to the common general education required of all graduates. I also 
suggest that no general education is going to be as successful as we would like in the 
absence of a broad consensus among the faculty and a general attitude throughout the 
University that general education is crucial for all students. This attitude needs to be 
reflected in advising, in the allocation of resources, and in a number of administrative 
actions and decisions. Such is not the case today! 
I would also like to suggest the creation of a dearty defined General Education Faculty 
consisting of those in the traditional Arts and Sciences disciplines (and any others who 
regularly teach General Education courses) who would be primarily responsible for the 
General Education Policies at UN I. 
Finally, as I reflect on the Quality in the Curriculum Report and a number of other 
reports issued on this campus over the recent past. I am struck with the frequency with 
which solutions have been put forward to problems that have not been adequately defined 
and understood. We need to apply some of the same critical thinking we say we want our 
students to master in questioning more of our assumptions. We also need to more 
honestly face up to the lack of consensus within the University community with regard to 
many important issues and to the fact that compromises are not only the result, but they 
are often a desirable result. 
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REI'ORT ON THE SOCIAL SCllllCE CATEX;ORY 
OF GENERAL EDUCATION 
A Report from the Members of the Social Science Review Conunittee: 
Fred Abraham, Economics 
Lyle Alberts, Political Science 
Thomas Hill, Sociology and Anthropology (Chair) 
Augustine Osman, Psychology 
Barbara Pershing, Design, Family and Consumer Sciences 
Philip Suckling, Geography 
Katherine Van Wormer, Social Work 
carol Weisenberger, History 
October 20, 1994 . 
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REPORT ON THE SOCIAL SCimCE CATEI;ORY 
OF GENERAL EDUCATION 
Intrcxluction 
As part of the periodic evaluation process of the general education 
program, a conunittee was selected in the fall of 1993 to conduct a review 
of the social science category. The review process included 
1) administering a questionnaire on the category to the faculty teaching 
these courses, 2) examining current course outlines, 3) holding an open 
meeting of all faculty teaching in this category, 4) administering a 
questionnaire to a random sample of 2,472 junior and senior students who 
had completed their social science requirements, and 5) examining the 
enrollment and grade-distribution records of the social science courses. 
This report constitutes the results of the connnittee's work. 
History of the Social Science category 
Since many current faculty are unaware of the history of the 
category, the committee thought a brief review of its development would 
provide a useful background for the evaluation of the present category. 
Original Proposal for the Category 
When the idea of a new general education program was proposed, the 
College of Social and Behavioral Sciences formed a committee to develop a 
coherent framework for the social science component. The original 
structtire suggested was composed of four major categories: 1) Societies 
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and CUltures, 2) Institutions, 3) Individual Behavior, and 4) Contemporary 
Social Issues. 
1) Societies and CUlture: The first set of courses was to deal 
holistically with sociocultural systems located within particular 
environments and historical periods. These courses were to introduce the 
students to the analytic categories and terms (e.g., social structure, 
culture, technology) used by social scientists in describing and analyzing 
hmnan behavior at a societal level and to the variety of methods used in 
collecting relevant data. In addition, the courses were to expose 
students to the range of sociocultural systems created by human beings 
during their evolutionary development and to allow them to examine the 
manner in which various segments of a sociocultural system relate to each 
other and to the environmental and historical processes operating on them. 
2) Institutions: The second set of courses was to examine one 
segment of sociocultural systems by adopting an institutional focus (e.g., 
religion, politics, economics, education, technology, subsistence, 
kinship, art). Because the focus was to be narrower than category 1, 
these courses were to allow students to explore in greater detail the 
concepts, theories, methods, and substantive findings related to the study 
of a particular institution. These courses were intended to deal with 
major institutions and should have adopted a comparative perspective 
either synchronic or historical. 
3) Individual Behavior: The third · set of courses was to be primarily 
concerned with physiological and psychological processes, using the 
individual as the unit of analysis. These courses were to introduce 
students to the variety of theoretical and methodological approaches taken 
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by researchers dealing with personality and biopsychological processes. 
Although the focus was to be on the individual, these courses also could 
have considered interpersonal interactions and the ways in which 
biopsychological processes related to varying sociocultural and 
environmental conditions. 
4) Contemporary Social Issues: The fourth set of courses was to 
apply the conceptual and methodological approaches developed in the other 
social science categories to a single, broad topic or problem. The goal 
of these courses was to demonstrate the relevance of the social sciences 
to significant contemporary problems and to help students pull different 
methodological approaches and separate fields of knowledge together into 
coherent framework. !-'.any subjects would have been appropriate, but would 
have included topics such as "Poverty and Wealth," "Political Unrest and 
Terrorism," "Science, Technology, and Social Change," and "Racism in 
American Life." 
The original view was that a .student should be required to select on• 
course from each of the four categories and that the courses in the first 
three sets would be prerequisites to the "Social Issues" courses. This 
plan entailed increasing the number of hours allotted to the social 
science area from nine to twelve hours. If this proved unacceptable, the 
committee suggested the alternative of allowing a student to choose one 
course from any three of the four sets of categories for a total of nine 
hours (although, as with the first option, courses from the first three 
sets would be prerequisites for courses in the fourth set). 
• 
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Present Program 
The proposed structure for the social science area was never adopted. 
Although a number of factors played a role, a primary reason was the fear 
of some departments that their faculty and courses would be left out of 
the new program. As a result, the current structure was adopted, more in 
response to political pressures than compelling pedagcgical issues. 
Reflections of the original plan can be seen in the cu=ent structure. 
"Group A" is basically the combination of groups 11 1" and 11 3," and "Group 
B" is the "institutions" category of the old proposal with "American 
Civilization" and "World Geography" thrown in. Group c is an attenuated 
version of the original "Group 4: Contemporary Social Issues". Whatever 
the virtues of the present structure, a clear and compelling rationale for 
the categories and courses is not one of them. Even though the present 
organization lacks theoretical or pedagogical coherence, the social 
science category could still achieve the goals intended. The students are 
required to take nine hours of social science courses, and in spite of the 
makeshift-nature of the category, might learn what they need to know and 
develop a positive attitude -toward ·the courses and category. This was 
one of the major questions our committee hoped to answer. 
Faculty Questionnaire, current Course outlines, 
and the Open Meeting 
The committee determined that 63 current faculty members had recently 
taught in the Social Science category. Four individuals had taught two 
different courses in the category. Only nine (or 14%) of the =rent 
faculty were on adjunct or term appointments. The committee sent out 67 
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questionnaires (one for each course taught) to all the faculty teaching 
courses in the category in the spring of 1994 (see Appendix A for a copy 
We of the questionnaire, the tabulated responses, and the comments). 
received 41 completed forms from 39 individuals for a response rate over 
60%. 
The faculty teaching these courses are both highly qualified and 
experienced. Ninety percent of the respondents had Ph~ D.'s or Ed.D. 's. 
Most (76%) had taught their courses for at least five semesters. 
The respondents for the most part were satisfied with the facilities 
and resources available to them. Seventy-six percent considered the 
facilities adequate. Of the 13 respondents who felt they were inadequate, 
almost all complained about the AV equipment--citing the need for 
additional videotapes, better equipment, and greater availability (for 
example, making slide projectors available in all classrooms) . The other 
area of major complaint concerned heating and ventilation, especially in 
relation to Sabin Hall. 
OVer half of the respondents said they meet with other faculty 
teaching their courses to discuss them. The instructional methods and 
materials used in the courses are diverse. In addition to lectures, 66% 
of the respondents used videotapes, 46% used newspapers or magazine 
articles, and 39% conducted small group discussions or interactions. 
Although 78% utilized multiple choice tests, some 34% used exams that 
included essay answers, and an impressive 73% relied on some form of 
written assignments. 
Most of the respondents did not see any major weaknesses in the 
courses as they are presently taught. The few complaints voiced centered 
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on the sections being too large. Ninety-five percent felt that the 
optimum size for their courses should be under 60 students, and 69% felt 
they should be under 40. Almost all of the respondents felt that their 
course contents corresponded, for the most part, to the objectives and 
course outlines that were originally approved for the courses by the 
University General Education Conunittee. One instructor of "Economics for 
General Education" mentioned that hefshe emphasized mi=oeconomics more 
than the original outline. The committee's examination of a sample of 
current course outlines also found a close correspondence. 
In terms of an overall evaluation, 61% of the respondents either 
"strongly agreed" or "agreed" with the statement that "this set of courses 
currently offered and their organization into the three groups achieves 
the goals of the Social Science segment of the General Education program." 
Another 32% were neutral to it, and only 3 respondents disagreed with it. 
The suggestions offered by the respondents to enhance a student's "general 
education" were too diverse to identify a single theme. Many dealt with 
requiring certain courses (such as "American Civilization"), strengthening 
areas felt to be under represented (such as computer-related activities), 
or adding particular courses (such as "Human Relationships and Sexuality" 
or "Social Problems"). Several people offered an alternative organizing 
framework for the courses. Interested readers should examine the comments 
in .Appendix A. 
The open faculty meeting was held on May 3, 1994. The results of the 
faculty questionnaire were reported to the those attending, and a general 
discussion was held concerning the category and the courses. Most of 
the comments made paralleled the results of the faculty survey. 
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Student Questionnaire 
In the spring of 1994 a questionnaire was sent to a random sample of 
2,472 junior and senior students who had completed their social science 
requirements (see Appendix B for the questionnaire, the tabulated 
results, and the colll!llents). Seven hundred fifty-seven students re . urned 
their completed forms for a return rate of 31%--42% for on-campus 
addresses and 28% for off-campus addresses. Fifty-eight percent of 
respondents were seniors and 41% were juniors. We had a larger percentag 
of female respondents than male: 75% to 25%. 
The four courses selected most frequently by the respondents to 
satisfy their social science requirements were "Introduction to 
Psychology" (74% of the students), "Principles of Sociology" (63%), 
"American Civilization" (47%), and "CUlture, Nature, and Society" (19%). 
Although each student could list multiple reasons for taking the courses 
they did, for each course (with three exceptions) the most frequently 
stated reason was that it "fit my schedule" (ranging from 37% to 71%). 
The three exceptions to this were the courses "Human Identity and 
Relationships," "American Racial and Ethnic Minorities," and "Women, Men, 
and Society." In these cases the most frequent reason was that the 
"title or catalog des=iption sounded interesting" (52%, 58% and 65% 
respectively). This reason was the second most frequently listed for the 
other courses (ranging from 20% to 45%). 
· For all courses, the majority of students ranked the class size as 
"aboUt right" (ranging from a low of 41% in "Introduction to Psychology" 
to a high of 87% in "American Government in Comparative Perspective"). 
Only two courses had over 20% of the respondents feeling that the class 
• 
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was "much too large": "Introduction to Psychology" at 25% and "Human 
Geography" at 24% (since the fall of 1991, sections in the geography 
course have been limited to under 50 students). 
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The questionnaire also included several items directed at student 
outcomes. In response to the question asking if "a theoretical framework 
was offered to help you organize and interpret the facts which were 
presented," for 11 of the courses over 50% of the respondents answered 
"yes," either "definitely" or "somewhat." The percentages ranged from 
36% for "World Geography" to 72% for "CUlture, Nature, and Society." 
In response to the question "Did the course provide methodologies 
and skills to help you think critically and make informed choices about 
your role in society?", nine courses had at least 50% of the respondents 
saying "yes," either "very much so" or "somewhat so." The percentages 
ranged from a low of 25% for "World Geography" to a high of 80% for "Human 
Identity and Relationships." 
All :thirteen of the courses had at least 59% · of the respondents 
answering "yes," either "to a great degree" or "to some degree" in 
response to the question asking if the course had contributed to the 
student 1 s knowledge and understanding of the society and world in which 
he/she lived. The percentages ranged from 59% in "World Geography" to 93% 
in "American Racial and Ethnic Minorities." 
Somewhat surprisingly, in response to the question "Did the course 
cause you to change your views about the society and the world in which 
you live?", a lower percentage responded yes, either "to a great degree" 
or "to some degree." Only seven courses had over 50% of their students 
) 
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answering "yes." The range was from 30% in "World Geography" to 71% in 
"Women, Men, and Society." 
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In comparison to other general education courses, the social science 
courses were generally rated favorably in terms of L~eir interest and the 
effectiveness of the teacher. Seven of the courses had over 50% of the 
respondents rating the course either "much more interesting" or "somewhat 
more interesting" than other general education courses. The range was 
from 22% in "Economics for General Education" to 72% in both "Human 
Identity and Relationships" and "American Racial and Ethnic Minorities." 
In response to the question "Compared to other General Education courses 
you have taken, was the instructor an effective teacher?", seven courses 
had over 50% answering either "yes, much more so" or "yes, somewhat more 
so." The range was from 23% in "World Geography" to 68% in "Social 
Welfare: A World View." 
And finally, in the overall evaluative question, "Did the com::ses in 
the social science category contribute to your general education?", 24% 
answered "Yes, to a great degree" and 64% answered "Yes , to some degree." 
Only 10% said "No, not a great deal," and only 2% responded "No, not at 
all." 
Enrollments and Grade Distributions 
Enrollments for the courses have been, for the most part, relatively 
sLable (see Appendix C for the figures). The fall semester of each 
academic year has always had the largest enrollments in the category, 
running over 4,200 every fall since 1989 (the highest number was 4,659 in 
1991). The spring semesters during the same period have served from a 
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high of 3,956 students in the spring of 1992 to a low of 3,171 in 1993 
(the last semester for which we have the figures). 
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Typically, the four courses enrolling the largest nlll!lbers of students 
are "Introduction to Psychology," "Principles of Sociology," "American 
Civilization," and "World Geography." Since the courses in this category 
frequently also serve as disciplinary introductions, most departments have 
little difficulty staffing them. Compared to the other courses in the 
category, "American Racial and Ethnic Minorities" appears not to be 
offered as frequently and to have low enrollments. Four out of the eight 
semesters from the fall of 1989 through the spring of 1993 have had 
enrollments of 30 or less. The three courses comprising "Group C," 
usually have served less than 10% of the students in the social science 
category each semester (the exception was the fall of 1992 when they 
handled 13%). Although some self-selection may be occurring for 
intellectually curious students looking for educational growth, given the 
relatively high percentage of students who took these classes and 
indicated that the classes had changed their views about the society and 
the world, it would seem desirable to have more students selecting 
courses from this group. 
Most of the grade distributions for the courses do not appear to be 
unusual for introductory courses. Many classes show the percentage of 
students receiving "C's" to fall in the 25% to 40% range. The one major 
exception appears to be "Social Welfare: A World View." In this course, 
the distributions seem to vary greatly with the instructor. out of the 
last six semesters for which we have data, the percentages of "C' s" have 
run 5%, 29%, 0%, 10%, 20%, and 7% (the co=esponding percentages of "A's" 
" 
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are 40%, 19%, 58%, 24%, 23%, and 49%). Although each instructor has his 
or her own view as to the nature of grading, the University General 
Education committee may wish to suggest that the social work faculty 
discuss the appropriateness of such a lenient curve given the grade 
distributions in the other courses in the category. 
OVerview 
The two major sets of participants in the social science courses--the 
instructors and the students--are, on the whole, satisfied with the 
structure of the category, the courses offered, and the educational 
results obtained. In the faculty survey, only 3% of the respondents 
"disagreed" with the statement that "This set of courses =ently offered 
and their organization into three groups achieves the goals of the social 
science segment of the general education program. 11 Sixty-one percent of 
the respondents either "strongly" agreed (21%) or "agreed" (40%) with it. 
In the student survey, in responding to the question "Did the courses in 
the social science category contribute to your general education?", 24% 
answered "yes, to a great degree," and 64% answered "yes, to some degree." 
In addition, in response to the question asking if the courses 
contributed to their knowledge and understanding of the society and world 
in which they lived, all thirteen courses had at least 59% of the students 
answering "yes, 11 either "to a great degree" or "to some degree." Eight 
courses had at least 75% of the respondents answering "yes." 
· Although most faculty and students are satisfied with the courses and 
educational results, a significant minority of faculty (some 40%) are, at 
the very least, not enthusiastic about the category. Their reservations 
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are tempered, however, by the realization that making significant changes 
in it--either altering the structure or changing the individual courses in 
the category--would encounter major political resistance. Few faculty 
seem sufficiently interested in changing the category to endure the 
disciplinary and departmental conflicts that would result. 
The committee was pleasantly surprised to discover the degree of 
satisfaction that prevailed. The committee certainly realizes that the 
structure of: the category and the individual courses comprising it could 
-be improved from a theoretical or pedagogical point of view. Ideally, of 
course, we would like to see an even higher percentage of students feeling 
that these courses had changed the wax they see society and the world. 
If the University General Educational Committee should decide to try to 
improve this category, we feel a great deal of thought needs to be given 
to the process of change. Clearly, we need to be sensitive to the issues 
of faculty autonomy and democracy in developing educational programs, but 
at the same time, we must establish procedures that are not vulnerable to 
unrealistic fears and special interests. Unless we do so, making 
meaningful changes will be difficult. In any case, it is the judgment of 
this coiiUilittee that the students at UNI are being served adequately by the 
social science category of general education. 
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